One of the major problems that we have encountered in our studies of these genera is that most of the names published in the nineteenth century were based on horticultural material cultivated in various European gardens and private collections, often without reference to the original source in nature. In many instances, no herbarium specimens were made, and descriptions were published in horticultural catalogues simply offering plants for sale. This has made typification most difficult. Fortunately, the herbaria of the earlier monographers (Miquel, 1842, 1849, 1861, 1869; Regel, 1857, 1876; de Candolle, 1868) are fairly complete.
We have excluded the West Indian taxa of Zamia because they have been recently and thoroughly treated by Eckenwalder (1980). However, we would like to note that Miquel's types are not in L as indicated by Eckenwalder (he did not actually see the specimens), but rather in U where we found them. This confusion is probably due to the fact that although Miquel worked at L at the time he published most of his combinations of West Indian taxa, his herbarium formed the basis of the herbarium at U (Stafleu, 1966; C. Kalkman, pers. comm.). Moreover, the types on which many of Schuster's combinations are based, which Eckenwalder gives as being at B but did not see, were destroyed along with all other specimens of Zamia, except those in the Willdenow Herbarium. The destruction of these specimens is most unfortunate because Schuster (1932) based his monograph mainly on material at B, LE, P, and K. However, he did not annotate any specimens and any attempt to understand his treatment is obfuscated by the loss of the B material.
In determining types, we have made an extensive herbarium search (for a list of herbaria see the acknowledgments). Where only one specimen exists that is mentioned either directly or indirectly in the protologue, we have designated it as the holotype. In the absence of a clear holotype, we have chosen a lectotype or neotype. In many cases (especially for those combinations and descriptions published in horticultural catalogues), we have been forced to lectotypify with the description because the descriptions do not match any specimens and the localities are unclear. In these cases, we think One of the major problems that we have encountered in our studies of these genera is that most of the names published in the nineteenth century were based on horticultural material cultivated in various European gardens and private collections, often without reference to the original source in nature. In many instances, no herbarium specimens were made, and descriptions were published in horticultural catalogues simply offering plants for sale. This has made typification most difficult. Fortunately, the herbaria of the earlier monographers (Miquel, 1842, 1849, 1861, 1869; Regel, 1857, 1876; de Candolle, 1868) are fairly complete.
In determining types, we have made an extensive herbarium search (for a list of herbaria see the acknowledgments). Where only one specimen exists that is mentioned either directly or indirectly in the protologue, we have designated it as the holotype. In the absence of a clear holotype, we have chosen a lectotype or neotype. In many cases (especially for those combinations and descriptions published in horticultural catalogues), we have been forced to lectotypify with the description because the descriptions do not match any specimens and the localities are unclear. In these cases, we think Barnard College of Columbia University, New York, NY 10027, and New York Botanical Garden, Bronx, NY 10458, U.S.A.
